ers were more than happy to tell me about how they used Google in their work, daily or otherwise. Many used Google for more than one purpose. A handful told me they don't use Google at all, don't see any use for it, or don't use it because they wish to use search engines which contribute something to the greater good, i.e., GoodSearch, "a Yahoo!-powered search engine that donates money to your favorite charity or school each time you search the Web." By the way, I got that description from a Google search! I used an Excel spreadsheet to compile a list of all the 74+ ways Google is used in TS, according to the replies I received. I broadly categorized the list into 4 areas: Acquisitions and Cataloging, Acquisitions, Cataloging, and Other. I had 2 items in Acquisitions and Cataloging, 15 in Acquisitions, 40 in Cataloging, and 14 in Other. Of course, some of these may overlap in different institutions, where job tasks intersect through more than one department. (See Acquisitions Category List, pg.22.) The last item in the acquisitions category list pretty much covers everything that preceded it: prior to Google, it was often necessary to make numerous phone calls to ascertain the needed information.
In contrast, prior to Google, the items in the Cataloging category required many hours looking up information in print resources, and often fruitless searching in OCLC. (See Cataloging Category List, this page.) The items in the other category ranged from designing Websites to writing procedures to finding sources for library supplies. (See Other Category List, below.) There were two items in the acquisitions and cataloging categories, and they were: searching books that were not found in OCLC, and verifying URLs (and replacing dead links with live ones).
In analyzing the data, I found that the most frequent use of Google by catalogers was for authority work, classification queries, and URL verification. Acquisitions staff used Google most frequently for finding out publisher names, addresses, and phone numbers, URL verification, subscription information (including journal prices and chronology), and locating publishers' Websites. The Google search engine is also heavily used by libraries which cannot afford to subscribe to online databases, such as ProQuest, Factiva, Lexis-nexis, EbscoHost, and the like.
The use of Google is not limited to the search engine. People use the Google RSS Feed Reader, Gmail, Google Docs, Google Scholar, Google Calendars, Google Books, and the Google Desktop. As these
Using Google in Technical Services from page 22
The Cataloging Category:
To find award winning book information for a 586 field To determine contents notes for a 505 or 520
To get definitions; to determine subjects and/or scope To determine if book is children's or young adult in scope To find cover images To find book and film synopses in foreign languages (and occasionally using Google's translation feature)
For image searching, for cataloging visual materials To answer geographic queries (i.e., where is X located?)
To find artist information for artists too current to be in reference books or OCLC To find association Webpages to get the name of a foreign association in the language of that association, to add cross-references
To find author's Websites
To get info about actors and other film personnel, not found in IMDb ike every other resource that a library might offer, Google Scholar has strengths and limitations. Instead of rejecting Google Scholar because it does not do everything that the library or librarians do, Google Scholar should be accepted or rejected based on how well it assists in a particular step in information seeking. That step traditionally has been assisted by indexing and abstracting resources. In some circumstances Google Scholar is a better tool than the indexing and abstracting resources; in other circumstances it is not. This article examines the strengths and weaknesses of Google Scholar compared to subscription indexing and abstracting databases. It critiques college and university libraries' continued use of subscription databases that fail to provide a clear advantage over Google Scholar.
When Google Scholar was introduced, it initially met with some praise and a fair amount of criticism from the library world. Both the praise and criticism generally were deserved. Unfortunately, early responses sometimes compared Google Scholar to the library as a whole 1 or to an idealized vision of library databases 2 rather than to the real, imperfect indexing and abstracting databases offered through the library. Some of the faults that early commentators found in Google Scholar included lack of a controlled vocabulary, lack of authority control, incomplete or uneven coverage depending on discipline, and time lags between publication and appearance in the database. These same faults could be pointed out for Web of Science, a venerable subscription database. Another criticism of Google Scholar was that its definition of "scholarly" includes materials that have not undergone peer review, so it may lead users to this unvetted material. Again, this criticism also could be leveled against a subscription database. For example, book reviews, editorials and commentaries regularly appear in search results from Academic Search Premier, even when the search is limited to scholarly (peer reviewed) journals. Instead of comparing Google Scholar to the ideal resource, a fairer comparison would be to actual subscription databases.
Some evaluations have explored whether a subscription database produces better results than Google Scholar. When librarians conduct test searches using advanced search features in library databases, they get somewhat better results with the database than with Google Scholar.
3-5 When college students conduct the searches, the advantage for the subscription database evaporates. The sources students find from Google Scholar are as good as or better than those found through the library's databases. 6, 7 For these novice users, often subscription databases do not provide a clear advantage over Google Scholar.
Librarians may be able to use controlled vocabularies to produce more precise results from a database than from Google Scholar or to find special materials that could not be found through Google Scholar, but library p a t r o n s a r e not librarians. Simply having a controlled vocabulary or special materials is not good enough for a novice user. If users cannot figure out the controlled vocabulary or find the special materials, they cannot experience these supposed advantages. For there to be a clear advantage of a subscription database over Google Scholar, novice users should be able to complete their work more easily with the subscription database than they can with Google Scholar. Many subscription databases provide a clear advantage by simplifying access to special materials or by leveraging their controlled vocabularies. The interface designs that highlight subject terms next to results sets, such as those in EBSCOhost and Engineering Village, should be commended for their effort to guide novices to controlled vocabularies without interrupting users' searches. Some databases and interfaces simplify users' work in other ways. For example, Web of Knowledge provides citation assistance through Endnote Web, and full-text resources like JSTOR provide easy access to complete documents. Talk about against the grain! Borders Group inc. plans to reduce inventory in order to increase the number of titles it displays with the covers "face out." Apparently, this is an approach that Wal-Mart has taken as well. I wonder if libraries should follow
